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DETAILED ACTION 

Applicant's amendment filed on 4/30/07 was entered. 

Claims 29-34. 36r43, 45-51, 53-59, 61-68, 70-78, 80-82, 84-86 and 91-103 are 
pending in the present application. 

Claims 34, 43, 46, 51, 53-59, 61-68. 70-78, 84-86, 91 and 101 were withdrawn 
from further consideration because they are directed to non-elected inventions and non- 
elected species. 

Applicant's elected previously the following species: (a) Leuprolide as a species 
of disruption of sex-steroid-mediated signaling to the thymus to reactivate the thymus; 
(b) stem cells as a species of administered cells to the patient; (c) IL-7 as a species of a 
cytokine; and (d) growth hormone as a species of a growth factor. 

Amended claims 29-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 80-82, 92-100 and new claims 102- 
103 are examined on the merits herein with the aforementioned elected species. 

Response to Amendment 

The provisional rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as 
that of claim 53 of copending Application No. 10/749,119 was withdrawn in light of 
Applicant's cancellation of claim 90. 

The provisional rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same invention as 
that of claim 87 of copending Application No. 10/749,120 was withdrawn in light of 
Applicant's cancellation of claim 90. . 



1 
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'■ The provisional rejection under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 87 of copending Application No. 
10/749,120 was withdrawn because claim 87 was not considered in the copending 
Application due to a restriction requirement. 

Claim Rejections -SSUSCgill 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

New claim 102 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. This is a modified rejection necessitated by Applicant's amendment 

The factors to be considered in the determination of an enabling disclosure have 
been summarized as the quantity of experimentation necessary, the amount of direction 
or guidance presented, the state of the prior art, the relative skill of those In the art, the 
predictability or unpredictability of the art and the breadth of the claims. Ex parte 
Forman, (230 USPQ 546 (Bd Pat. AppI & Unt, 1986); In re Wands. 858 F.2d 731, 8 
USPQ 2d 1400 (Fed. GIr. 1988)). 

(1) The breadth of the claim 
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The instant claim is directed to a method for the prophylactic treatment or 
preventing, any autoimmune disease in any patient , said method comprises the steps of 
depleting T cells and reactivating the thymus of the patient. 

(2) The sUite of the prior art and the unpredictability of the prior art 

At about the effective filing date of the present application, little was known in the 
prior art regarding to any method that is effective for preventing any autoimmune 
disease in any patient. Moreover, it appears that the prevention of any autoimmune 
disease in any patient is still elusive as evidenced at least by the recent reviews of 
Harrison (Human vaccines 1:143-150, 2005), Vincent et al. (Neuron 52:123-138, 2006) 
and Xiao et al. (J. Immunother. 29;465-471, 2006). Furthermore, the physiological art 
is recognized as unpredictable (MPEP 2164.03). 

(3) The amount of direction or guidance provided 

The instant specification fails to provide sufficient guidance for a skilled artisan 
on how to prevent any autoimmune disease in any patient. Even in the exemplification 
showing the effects of castration on NOD and NZB mice (example 16), 20% of the 
treated NOD mice group still developed diabetes. In light of the state and the 
unpredictability for preventing any autoimmune disease in any patient above, coupled 
with the lack of sufficient guidance provided by the present disclosure, it would have 
required undue experimentation for a skilled artisan to make and use the method as 
broadly claimed. 
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Additionally, the courts have also stated that reasonable correlation must exist 
between scope of exclusive right to patent application and scope of enablement set 
forth in the patent application (27 USPQ2d 1662 Ex parte Maizel.). 

Accordingly, due to the lack of sufficient guidance provided by the specification 
regarding to the issues set forth above, the unpredictability of the relevant physiological 
art, and the breadth of the claim, it would have required undue experimentation for one 
skilled in the art to make and use the instant broadly claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Amended claims 29-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 92-100 and 102-103 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350- 
353, 1993; IDS) as evidenced by Mardiney, III et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) for the same 
reasons already stated In the Office Action mailed on 12/01/2006 (pages 6-7). The 
same rejection is restated beiow. 

Ghalie et al teaches a method comprising ablating a patient's T cells by total 
body irradiation and cyclophosphamide or of high dose combination chemotherapy 
(Patient characteristics section on page 351, col. 1, second paragraph), reactivating a 
patient's thymus by administering leuprolide intravenously or orally in a pharmaceutical 
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composition before or at the time and after receiving autologous or allogeneic bone 
marrow cells (Leuprolide administration section on page 351). Treated patients have at 
least partially deactivated thymus due to the age of the patients (median age of 26 
years, ranging from 14-50 years) or by the high-dose combination chemotherapy or by 
total body irradiation and cyclophosphamide treatment; and transplanted bone marrow 
cells contain hematopoieitic stem cells (CD34+) as evidenced by the teachings of 
Mardiney, III et al. (see at least col. 1, lines 18-43; col. 2, lines 41-51; coi; 3, lines 49- 
53). It is further noted that the term "a patient" as defined by the instant application to 
be a subject that is receiving transplanted bone marrow progenitor cells, hematopoietic 
stem cells or genetically modified HSC (page 28, lines 18-20), and that it is not 
necessary that the patient already has an autoimmune disease. 

The teachings of Gahlie et. al meet every limitation of the claims as written. 
Accordingly, the reference anticipates the instant claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments related to the above rejection in the Amendment filed on 
4/30/07 (pages 13-14) have been considered but they are respectfully not found 
persuasive for the following reasons. 

Applicants argue basically that the claims must be considered as a whole and the 
Ghalie reference does not teach or suggest a method for treating or alleviating 
symptoms of an autoimmune disease in a patient, wherein the treatment leads "the 
patient to have an improved prognosis for the autoimmune disease compared to an 
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untreated patient suffering from the autoimmune disease". Therefore, the reference 
does not anticipate the instant claims. 

Firstly, as already noted in the rejection a patient is not necessarily limited to a 
patient already has or suffers an autoimmune disease. The term "a patient" as defined 
by the instant application to be a subject that is receiving transplanted bone marrow 
progenitor cells, hematopoietic stem cells or genetically modified HSC (page 28, lines 
18-20). 

Secondly, the phrase "treating or alleviating symptoms of an autoimmune 
disease in a patient" in the preamble of the claims simply requires to treat, simply 
administering the steps recited in the body of the claims, to a patient that is not 
necessarily liniited to one having or suffering an autoimmune disease; or the treated 
patient will be alleviated of symptoms of an autoimmune disease at a future occurence. 

Thirdly, the patients being treated in the method taught by Ghalie et al that has 
the same recited method steps and materials as the instantly claimed methods, would 
have improved prognosis (a sign of some future occurrence) for the autoimmune 
disease compared to any untreated patient suffering from the autoimmune disease. 

Accordingly, the instant broad claims still read over the teachings of Ghalie et al. 
(Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; IDS). It is further noted that it appears Applicants 
read the specification into the claims. To overcome the above prior art rejection, the 
Examiner suggests Applicants to amend claims reciting specifically "a patient having or 
suffering an autoimmune disease". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) Which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

Amended claims 29, 80 and 82 are still rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; IDS) and in view of 
Mardiney, III et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) for the same reasons already stated in the 
Office Action mailed on 12/01/2006 (pages 8-9). Ttie same rejection is restated 
below. 

Ghalie et al teaches a method comprising ablating a patient's T cells by total 
body irradiation and cyclophosphamide or of high dose combination chemotherapy 
(Patient characteristics section on page 351 , col. 1 , second paragraph), reactivating a 
patient's thymus by administering leuprolide intravenously or orally in a pharmaceutical 
composition before or at the time and after receiving autologous or allogeneic bone 
marrow cells (Leuprolide administration section on page 351). Treated patients have at 
least partially deactivated thymus due to the age of the patients (median age of 26 
years, ranging from 14-50 years) or by the high-dose combination chemotherapy or by 
total body irradiation and cyclophosphamide treatment; and transplanted bone marrow 
cells contain hematopoieitic stem cells. It is further noted that the term "a patient" as 
defined by the instant application to be a subject that is receiving transplanted bone 
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marrow progenitor cells, hematopoeitic stem cells or genetically modified HSC (page 
28, lines 18-20). 

Ghalie et al does not teach the step of further administering a cytokine or a 
growth factor into the treated patients . 

However, at the effective filing date of the present application Mardiney, III et al 
already taught a method of engrafting donor mammalian hematopoietic pluripoten cells 
in a mammalian recipient that includes a step of administering to the treated recipient at 
least one dosage of a hematopoietic growth factor such as GCSF, SCF, GMCSF, IL-1, 
IL-3, IL-6, IL8, IL-11 and others to promote the proliferation and differentiation of 
hematopoeitic progenitor cells (see at least the abstract and col. 3, lines 1-43). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious for an ordinary skilled artisan at the time 
of invention was made to further modify the method taught by Ghalie et al. by further 
administering into the treated patients a cytokine and/or a growth factor in light of the 
teachings of Mardiney, III et al. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have been motivated to further cany out the 
above modification to increase the proliferation and differentiation of hematopoeitic stem 
cells or progenitor ceils in the transplanted autologous or allogeneic bone marrow cells 
to enhance platelet engraftment in the treated patients. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success 
because in light of the teachings of Ghalie et al. and Mardiney, III et al.. coupled with a 
high level of skill of an ordinary artisan in the relevant art. 
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Thus, the claimed invention as a whole was prima facie obvious in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments related to the above rejection in the Amendment filed on 
4/30/07 (pages 14-15) have been considered but they are respectfully not found 
persuasive for the following reasons. 

Once again, Applicants argue that the instant claims as amended are not 
directed to improving engraftment after bone marrow transplantation, but rather to a 
method for treating or alleviating symptoms of an autoimmune disease in a patient. 
Neither the Ghalie reference nor the combined references teach or suggest the method 
as claimed. 

Please refer to the Examiner's rebuttals to the same Applicant's arguments for 
the rejection of claims 9-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 92-100 and 102-103 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; 
IDS) as evidenced by Mardiney, III et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) above. 

Amended claim 81 is still rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; IDS) and in view of Mardiney, III 
et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) as applied to claims 29, 80 and 82 above, and further in view 
of Bolotin et al. (Blood 88:1887-1894, 1996; IDS) for the same reasons already stated in 
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the Office Action mailed on 12/01/2006 (pages 9-10). The same rejection is restated 
below. 

The combined teachings of Ghalie et al. and Mardiney, III et al. were presented 
above. However, none of the references specifically teaches that the administered 
cytokine is IL-7. 

However, at the effective filing date of the present application Bolotin et al 
already taught that IL-7 administration promotes thymic reconstitution and enhanced 
thymopoiesis after bone marrow transplantation (BMT) and is useful in preventing post- 
bone marrow transplantation immune deficiency (see at least the abstract). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious for an ordinary skilled artisan at the time 
of invention was made to further modify the method taught by Ghalie et al. and 
Mardiney, III et al. by further selecting IL-7 as the administered cytokine in light of the 
teachings of Bolotin et al. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have been motivated to carry out the above 
modification to enhance thymopoiesis and thereby preventing post-BMT immune 
deficiency in the treated patients as taught by Bolotin et al. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success 
because in light of the teachings of Ghalie et al.; Mardiney, III et al. and Bolotin et al., 
coupled with a high level of skill of an ordinary artisan in the relevant art. 

Thus, the claimed invention as a whole was prima facie obvious in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/749, 1 1 8 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 1633 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments related to the above rejection In the Amendment filed on 
4/30/07 (pages 15-16) have been considered but they are respectfully not found 
persuasive for the following reasons. 

Once again, Applicants presented the same arguments that the combined 
references do not teach or suggest a method for treating or alleviating symptoms of an 
autoimmune disease In a patient. 

Please refer to the Examiner's rebuttals to the same Applicant's arguments for 
the rejection of claims 9-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 92-100 and 102-103 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; 
IDS) as evidenced by Mardlney, III et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) above. 

An elected embodiment of claim 82 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; IDS) and in view of 
Mardlney, III et al. (US 6,103,694; IDS) as applied to claims 29, 80 and 82 above, and 
further in view of Tian et al. (Stem Cells 16:193-199, 1998) for the same reasons 
already stated in the Office Action mailed on 12/01/2006 (pages 10-11). The same 
rejection is restated below. 

With respect to the elected species, the combined teachings of Ghalie et al. and 
Mardlney, III et al. were presented above. However, none of the references specifically 
teaches that the administered growth factor is a growth hormone. 
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However, at the effective filing date of the present application Tian et al already 
taught that a recombinant human growth hormone administration promotes 
hematopoietic reconstitution after syngeneic bone marrow transplantation (BMT) and is 
of clinical useful for accelerating hematopoiesis after autologous BMT (see at least the 
abstract). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious for an ordinary skilled artisan at the time 
of invention was made to further modify the method taught by Ghalie et al. and 
Mardiney, 111 et al. by further selecting a recombinant human growth hormone as the 
administered growth factor in light of the teachings of Tian et al. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have been motivated to carry out the above 
modification to enhance hematopoiesis, including platelet recovery, in the treated 
patients as taught by Tian et al. 

An ordinary skilled artisan would have a reasonable expectation of success 
because in light of the teachings of Ghalie et al.; Mardiney, III et al. and Tian et al., 
coupled with a high level of skill of an ordinary artisan in the relevant art. 

Thus, the claimed invention as a whole was prima facie obvious in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments related to the above rejection in the Amendment filed on 
4/30/07 (pages 16-17) have been considered but they are respectfully not found 
persuasive for the following reasons. 
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Once again, Applicants presented the same arguments tliat the combined 
references do not teach or suggest a method for treating or alleviating symptoms of an 
autoimmune disease in a patient. 

Please refer to the Examiner's rebuttals to the same Applicant's arguments for 
the rejection of claims 9-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 92-100 and 102-103 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ghalie et al. (Am. J. Hematol. 42:350-353, 1993; 
IDS) as evidenced by Mardiney, III et al. (US 6.103,694; IDS) above. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewlse extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 11 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In rB Vogel, 422 F.2d438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 29-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 80-82, 92-100 and 102-103 are provisionally 
rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims 19-26, 28-40, 55-66, 69-72 and 74-75 of copending 
Application No. 10/749,119 for the same reasons already set forth in the Office Action 
mailed on 12/01/06 (pages 1 3-14). The same rejection is restated below. 
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Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other. The instant claims are directed to a method for treating or preventing 
autoimmune disease in a patient, comprising the steps of depleting T cells in the 
patient; and reactivating the thymus of the patient. Claims 19-26, 28-40, 55-66, 69-72 
and 74-75 of copending Application No. 10/749,119 are drawn to a method for inducing 
tolerance in a patient to a graft from a mismatched donor, comprising the steps of 
depleting T cells of the patient or providing the patient with immunosuppressive therapy, 
reactivating the thymus of the patient and administering cells from the mismatched 
donor to the patient, wherein the cells being selected from the group consisting of stem 
cells, progenitor cells, dendritic cells, and combinations thereof. 

The claims of the present application differ from the claims of the co-pending 
application in reciting "treating or preventing autoimmune disease in a patient". The 
claims of the present application can't be considered to be patentably distinct over 
claims 19-26, 28-40, 55-66, 69-72 and 74-754 of copending Application No. 10/749.119 
when the co-pending application teaches specifically that the treated patient includes 
one having any T cell disorder, including Lupus-like symptoms or type I diabetes having 
thymic abnormality (see at least page 10, lines 1-2; and page 2, line 25 continues to line 
6 of page 3), and therefore they fall within the scope of claims 29-33, 36-42, 45, 47-50, 
80-82, 92-100 and 102-103 of the present application. This is because it would have 
been obvious to an ordinary skilled artisan to modify the method of the co-pending 
application for treating autoimmune disease in a patient to support the instant claims. 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,118 Page 16 

Art Unit: 1633 

An ordinary sl<illed artisan would have been motivated to do tliis because this 
embodiment is apparently disclosed as one of the prefenred embodiments 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claims 29, 99-100 and 102-103 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over 
claims 26, 30 and 79 of copending Application No. 10/749,122 for the same reasons 
already set forth in the Office Action mailed on 12/01/06 (pages 14-15). The same 
rejection is restated below. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other. The instant claims are directed to a method for treating or preventing 
autoimmune disease in a patient, comprising the steps of depleting T cells in the 
patient; and reactivating the thymus of the patient. Claims 26 and 30 of copending 
Application No. 10/749,122 are drawn to a method for preventing or treating disease in 
a patient comprising the step of inactivating the thymus of the patient, the same method 
further comprising a treatment of immunosuppression. Claim 79 of the co-pending 
Application No. 10/749,122 is directed to a method for enhancing transplantation of 
donor hematopoietic stem cells into the thymus of a recipient patient comprising the 
steps of: depleting the T cells of the patient, reactivating the thymus of the patient and 
transplanting donor hematopoietic stem cells to the patient. 
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The claims of the present application differ from the claims of the co-pending 
application In reciting "treating or preventing autoimmune disease in a patient". The 
claims of the present application can't be considered to be patentably distinct over 
claims 26. 30 and 79 of copending Application No. 10/749,122 when the co-pending 
application teaches specifically that the treated patient includes one having an 
autoimmune disease (see at least page 30, lines 4-7), and therefore they fall within the 
scope of claims 29, 99-100 and 102-103 of the present application. This is because it 
vyould have been obvious to an ordinary skilled artisan to modify the method of the co- 
pending application for treating autoimmune disease in a patient to support the instant 
claims. An ordinary skilled artisan would have been motivated to do this because this 
embodiment is apparently disclosed as one of the preferred embodiments 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

With respect to the above provisional rejections under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting, Applicants simply requested that these 
rejections are held in abeyance until such time that allowable subject matter is indicated 
in the present application. 

Conclusion 

No claims are allowed. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated tlie new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant Is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth In 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 

MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 

TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action arid the advisory action is not 

mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 

shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 

extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 

the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 

than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quang Nguyen, Ph.D., whose telephone number Is 

(571)272-0776. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
SPE, Joseph T. Woitach, Ph.D., may be reached at (571) 272-0739. 

To aid In correlating any papers for this application, all further 
correspondence regarding this application should be directed to Group Art Unit 
1633; Central Fax No. (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to (571) 272-0547. 

Patent applicants with problems or questions regarding electronic images that 
can be viewed in the Patent Application Information Retrieval system (PAIR) can now 
contact the USPTO's Patent Electronic Business Center (Patent EBC) for assistance. 
Representatives are available to answer your questions dally from 6 am to midnight 
(EST). The toll free number is (866) 217-9197. When calling please have your 
application serial or patent number, the type of document you are having an image 
problem with, the number of pages and the specific nature of the problem. The Patent 
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Electronic Business Center will notify applicants of the resolution of the problem within 
5-7 business days. Applicants can also check PAIR to confirm that the problem has 
been corrected. The USPTO's Patent Electronic Business Center is a complete service 
center supporting all patent business on the Internet. The USPTO's PAIR system 
provides Internet-based access to patent application status and history information. It 
also enables applicants to view the scanned images of their own application file 
fGlder(s) as well as general patent information available to the public. 




